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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Study Background 

The West Santa Ana Branch (WSAB) Transit Corridor (Project) is a proposed light rail transit 
(LRT) line that would extend from four possible northern termini in southeast Los Angeles 
(LA) County to a southern terminus in the City of Artesia, traversing densely populated, low-
income, and heavily transit-dependent communities. The Project would provide reliable, 
fixed guideway transit service that would increase mobility and connectivity for historically 
underserved, transit-dependent, and environmental justice communities; reduce travel times 
on local and regional transportation networks; and accommodate substantial future 
employment and population growth.  

1.2 Alternatives Evaluation, Screening and Selection Process 

A wide range of potential alternatives have been considered and screened through the 
alternatives analysis processes. In March 2010, the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) initiated the Pacific Electric Right-of-Way (PEROW)/WSAB Alternatives 
Analysis (AA) Study (SCAG 2013) in coordination with the relevant cities, Orangeline 
Development Authority (now known as Eco-Rapid Transit), the Gateway Cities Council of 
Governments, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), the 
Orange County Transportation Authority, and the owners of the right-of-way (ROW) other 
than the PEROW—Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), BNSF Railway, and the Ports of Los 
Angeles and Long Beach. The AA Study evaluated a wide variety of transit connections and 
modes for a broader 34-mile corridor from Union Station in downtown LA to the City of 
Santa Ana in Orange County. In February 2013, SCAG completed the PEROW/WSAB 
Corridor Alternatives Analysis Report1 and recommended two LRT alternatives for further 
study: West Bank 3 and the East Bank.  

Following completion of the AA, Metro completed the WSAB Transit Corridor Technical 
Refinement Study in 2015 focusing on the design and feasibility of five key issue areas along 
the 19-mile portion of the WSAB Transit Corridor within LA County: 

�x Access to Union Station in downtown LA 
�x Northern Section Options 
�x Huntington Park Alignment and Stations 
�x New Metro C (Green) Line Station 
�x Southern Terminus at Pioneer Station in Artesia 

In September 2016, Metro initiated the WSAB Transit Corridor Environmental Study with 
the goal of obtaining environmental clearance of the Project under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

                                                   

1 Initial concepts evaluated in the SCAG report included transit connections and modes for the 34-mile corridor from Union 
Station in downtown Los Angeles to the City of Santa Ana. Modes included low speed magnetic levitation (maglev) heavy rail, 
light rail, and bus rapid transit (BRT). 
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Metro issued a Notice of Preparation on May 25, 2017, with a revised Notice of Preparation 
issued on June 14, 2017, extending the comment period. In June 2017, Metro held public 
scoping meetings in the Cities of Bellflower, Los Angeles, South Gate, and Huntington Park. 
Metro provided Project updates and information to stakeholders with the intent to receive 
comments and questions through a comment period that ended in August 2017. A total of 
1,122 comments were received during the public scoping period from May through August 
2017. The comments focused on concerns regarding the Northern Alignment options, with 
specific concerns related to potential impacts to Alameda Street with an aerial alignment. 
Given potential visual and construction issues raised through public scoping, additional 
Northern Alignment concepts were evaluated  

In February 2018, the Metro Board of Directors approved further study of the alignment in 
the Northern Section due to community input during the 2017 scoping meetings. A second 
alternatives screening process was initiated to evaluate the original four Northern Alignment 
options and four new Northern Alignment concepts. The Final Northern Alignment 
Alternatives and Concepts Updated Screening Report was completed in May 2018 (Metro 2018a). 
The alternatives were further refined and, based on the findings of the second screening 
analysis and the input gathered from the public outreach meetings, the Metro Board of 
Directors approved Build Alternatives E and G for further evaluation (now referred to as 
Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively, in this report).  

On July 11, 2018, Metro issued a revised and recirculated CEQA Notice of Preparation, 
thereby initiating a scoping comment period. The purpose of the revised Notice of 
Preparation was to inform the public of the Metro Board’s decision to carry forward 
Alternatives 1 and 2 into the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report. During the scoping period, one agency and three public scoping meetings were held 
in the Cities of Los Angeles, Cudahy, and Bellflower. The meetings provided Project updates 
and information to stakeholders with the intent to receive comments and questions to 
support the environmental process. The comment period for scoping ended on August 24, 
2018; over 250 comments were received.  

Following the July 2018 scoping period, a number of Project refinements were made to 
address comments received, including additional grade separations, removing certain 
stations with low ridership, and removing the Bloomfield extension option. The Metro Board 
adopted these refinements to the project description at their November 2018 meeting.  

1.3 Report Purpose and Structure 

This technical report describes and evaluates the economic and fiscal impacts of the Project 
on the Affected Area and the LA County region. For purposes of this economic analysis, the 
Affected Area is defined as a 0.25-mile area on both sides of the proposed alignment and a 
0.50-mile area around the proposed station areas. Economic impacts from construction and 
operation would likely be experienced within and beyond (for indirect impacts) the defined 
Affected Area. Some economic or fiscal data and impacts are presented at the regional 
LA County level.  

This report presents the affected environments/existing conditions, the regulatory setting, 
impact criteria and thresholds, impact analysis of operation and construction of the Project 
on the local and regional economy, mitigation measures, and CEQA determination related to 
economic impacts.  
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Four Build Alternatives are analyzed in this report as well as two design options. 
Additionally, the Project will include the construction and operation of a maintenance and 
storage facility (MSF) in one of two potential locations. 

This Impact Analysis Report examines the environmental effects of the Project as it relates to 
economics. The report is organized into nine sections: 

�x Section 1 – Intro duction 
�x Section 2 – Project Description 
�x Section 3 – Regulatory Framework 
�x Section 4 – Affected Environment/Existing Conditions 
�x Section 5 – Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences 
�x Section 6 – CEQA Determination  
�x Section 7 – Construction Impacts 
�x Section 8 – Project Measures and Mitigation Measures  
�x Section 9 – References 

1.4 General Background 

The operation and construction of the Project would generate economic activity in the Study 
Area and the greater LA metropolitan region. The construction of the Project would create 
jobs and income for those employed by the Project. Also, the construction of the Project 
would temporarily increase congestion and noise and would change access for businesses 
and residents in the area, as discussed in the West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project 
Noise and Vibrations Impact Analysis Report (Metro 2021d) and the West Santa Ana Branch 
Transit Corridor Project Transportation Impact Analysis Report (Metro 2021e).  

During operations, the Project would provide employees, residents, and visitors with an 
additional transportation link to employment and visitor destinations in LA County. LRT 
operations within the WSAB corridor would also create new jobs for maintenance and 
operation workers. Finally, the Project could potentially lead to future development 
opportunities around station areas, consistent with Metro’s vision to create transit-oriented 
communities (TOCs) (Metro 2018b). 

1.5 Methodology 

The method used to determine the potential economic effects of the Project varied depending 
on the economic effect assessed. The methodology employed to determine potential 
economic impacts includes an evaluation of both operational and construction-related effects 
that may result. Various types of impacts are discussed in Sections 1.5.1 through 1.5.6. 

1.5.1 Operational Impacts 

After the Project is operational, new jobs and the corresponding earnings would be created 
through additional operation and maintenance (O&M) expenditures. Funds from local or 
regional sources, such as transit fares, are considered transfers that could have been spent by 
residents and businesses on other economic activities, thus would not generate new 
beneficial economic impacts. Typically, only “new money” to a region from an outside or 
alternate source has a measurable net economic effect on employment and income gains 
resulting from p roject operation. Federal funding is an example of “new money.” The 
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potential for economic impacts associated with these new expenditures is discussed 
qualitatively in Section 5.  

1.5.2 Long-term Impacts on Property Values 

The Project is expected to indirectly lead to new development and/or redevelopment of land 
surrounding the proposed light rail stations, which could have the effect of increasing 
property tax revenues for the affected local jurisdictions. While development is regulated by 
the affected jurisdictions and is driven by regional and local economic conditions, light rail 
lines can advance the timing and increase the intensity of development within the limits 
allowed by local zoning, particularly surrounding proposed station areas.  

Research on the long-term property value impacts associated with light rail systems is 
presented, and the potential project-related impacts are discussed qualitatively, in Section 5. 

1.5.3 Regional Mobility and Connectivity 

For broader regional effects, the linkage between transportation infrastructure 
improvements, mobility, congestion, and economic growth are considered and discussed 
(Section 5.2.2.1). The benefits of connecting to the regional employment and transportation 
networks are also discussed qualitatively. 

1.5.4 Impacts on Local Tax Bases 

Property acquisitions for right-of-way or construction staging areas (permanent acquisition) 
would result in property tax revenue losses to LA County and local jurisdictions where the 
respective properties are located. The potential loss of tax revenues to these jurisdictions was 
assessed based on the land acquisitions required by the Project, including potential 
modifications to property access and effects during construction.  

Property tax losses for each jurisdiction were based on the tax dollar values of the parcel 
acquisitions. The tax dollar values for these parcels were obtained from the LA County 
Assessor’s records for the most recent fiscal year available. The relevant data from the 
Assessor’s office included property taxes paid in fiscal year 2019, city location, property 
ownership, land use, and building square footage (LA County 2019).  

The initial tax impact for properties affected by the Project was compared to the total property 
taxes collected for each affected jurisdiction. To the extent that redevelopment occurs around 
transit stations, local jurisdictions may experience an increase in property tax revenues above 
what would have occurred without the Project as new or redeveloped properties in the vicinity 
of the stations experience an increase in assessed values.  

1.5.5 Direct Employment Impacts from Displacements 

The project alignment would require additional right-of-way that could displace some 
businesses and residences. The number of businesses and employees located at properties that 
would be acquired by the Project was estimated. The estimates were prepared based on field 
verification of addresses and business names obtained from the West Santa Ana Branch Transit 
Corridor Project Displacement and Acquisition Impact Analysis Report (Metro 2021b). Resources 
consulted to estimate the number of business units and the corresponding number of 
employees displaced include the RefUSA and CoStar’s Tenant module (Metro 2021b). When 
information was not available in the aforementioned resources, employee-per-square-foot ratios 
for a small number of parcels were used to estimate the number of employees. 
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1.5.6 Impact Criteria and Thresholds 

No specific laws or executive orders specify the impact criteria and thresholds of economic 
impacts. NEPA requires a discussion of economic and fiscal effects but does not specifically 
define threshold criteria. CEQA includes a discussion of economic effects at the discretion of 
the lead agency. Section 7, CEQA Determination, provides additional information.  The most 
recent CEQA Guideline updates (December 2018, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 
[14 California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.]) define the significance of 
environmental effects from an economic or fiscal perspective and caused by a project. 
Specifically, economic changes resulting from a project will not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment, but the economic changes may be used to determine the 
significance of physical changes on the environment. If the physical change causes adverse 
economic effects on people, those adverse effects may be used as a factor in determining 
whether the physical change is significant (CEQA Section 15064).  

Social and land use impacts, which are often combined with economics, are discussed 
separately in the West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project Communities and 
Neighborhoods Impact Analysis Report (Metro 2021a) and the West Santa Ana Branch Transit 
Corridor Project Land Use Impact Analysis Report (Metro 2021c). The methodologies and 
impact definitions provided above in Sections 1.5.1 through 1.5.5 were used to determine 
whether potential adverse effects according to NEPA or potential significant impacts 
according to CEQA would occur as a result of project construction and operation. Those 
impact discussions are provided in Sections 5 through 7.  





 2 Project Description 

 

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project   

Final Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis Report June 2021 | 2-1 

2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This section describes the No Build Alternative and the four Build Alternatives studied in the 
WSAB Transit Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report, including design options, station locations, and MSF site options. The Build 
Alternatives were developed through a comprehensive AA process and meet the purpose and 
need of the Project.  

The No Build Alternative and four Build Alternatives are generally defined as follows:  

�x No Build Alternative - Reflects the transportation network in the 2042 horizon year 
without the proposed Build Alternatives. The No Build Alternative includes the 
existing transportation network along with planned transportation improvements that 
have been committed to and identified in the constrained Metro 2009 Long-Range 
Transportation Plan (2009 LRTP) (Metro 2009) and SCAG’s 2016-2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (SCAG 2016), as 
well as additional projects funded by Measure M that would be completed by 2042. 

�x Build Alternatives: The Build Alternatives consist of a new LRT line that would 
extend from different termini in the north to the same terminus in the City of Artesia 
in the south. The Build Alternatives are referred to as: 

�� Alternative 1: Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS) to Pioneer Station; the northern 
terminus would be located underground at LAUS Forecourt  

�� Alternative 2: 7th Street/Metro Center to Pioneer Station; the northern terminus 
would be located underground at 8th Street between Figueroa Street and Flower 
Street near 7th Street/Metro Center Station 

�� Alternative 3: Slauson/A (Blue) Line to Pioneer Station; the northern terminus 
would be located just north of the intersection of Long Beach Avenue and 
Slauson Avenue in the City of Los Angeles, connecting to the current Metro A 
(Blue) Line Slauson Station 

�� Alternative 4: I-105/C (Green) Line to Pioneer Station; the northern terminus 
would be located at I-105 in the city of South Gate, connecting to the Metro C 
(Green) Line along the I-105 

Two design options are under consideration for Alternative 1. Design Option 1 would locate 
the northern terminus station box at the LAUS Metropolitan Water District (MWD) east of 
LAUS and the MWD building, below the baggage area parking facility. Design Option 2 
would add the Little Tokyo Station along the WSAB alignment. The design options are 
further discussed in Section 2.3.6. 

Figure 2-1 presents the four Build Alternatives and the design options. In the north, 
Alternative 1 would terminate at LAUS and primarily follow Alameda Street south 
underground to the proposed Arts/Industrial  District Station. Alternative 2 would terminate 
near the existing 7th Street/Metro Center Station in the Downtown Transit Core and would 
primarily follow 8th Street east underground to the proposed Arts/Industrial  District Station. 
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Figure 2-1. Project Alternatives 

 
Source: Metro 2020 
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From the Arts/Industrial District Station to the southern terminus at Pioneer Station, 
Alternatives 1 and 2 share a common alignment. South of Olympic Boulevard, the 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would transition from an underground configuration to an aerial 
configuration, cross over the Interstate (I-) 10 freeway and then parallel the existing Metro A 
(Blue) Line along the Wilmington Branch ROW as it proceeds south. South of Slauson 
Avenue, which would serve as the northern terminus for Alternative 3, Alternatives 1, 2, and 
3 would turn east and transition to an at-grade configuration to follow the La Habra Branch 
ROW along Randolph Street. At the San Pedro Subdivision ROW, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 
would turn southeast to follow the San Pedro Subdivision ROW and then transition to the 
Pacific Electric Right-of-Way (PEROW), south of the I-105 freeway. The northern terminus 
for Alternative 4 would be located at the I-105/C Line Station. Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 
would then follow the PEROW to the southern terminus at the proposed Pioneer Station in 
Artesia. The Build Alternatives would be grade-separated where warranted, as indicated on 
Figure 2-2. 
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Figure 2-2. Project Alignment by Alignment Type 

 
Source: Metro 2020 
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